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Dear Robin,
Construction of new platforms at Alexandra Palace — provision of step free access

| have recently been made aware of a number of issues relating to the construction of new
platforms at Alexandra Palace. Assuming what | have besn told is correct, it appears
Network Rail has not foliowed the precedures or the intentions of the law, for deciding
whether step free access is required even in passive form, or the correct planning processes
with appropriate consultation.

As the works are currently on site, 1 am writing to ynﬁu for urgent clarification of these matters.

The provisions of the various Disability and Equality Acts require that public transport
nroviders must when providing new public facilities take into the account the needs of
disabled people, and not discriminate against them by constructing public facilities in such a
way as to deny them access.

My understanding of the decision making within the scheme is that:-

e The original scheme, as discussed with Haringey Council officers, did make provision
for lifts to be installed giving access to the current footbridge, on the ‘paid’ side of the
kridge.

» |ater it appears that it was decided not te install lifts at this location, because there
was concern about the condition of the bridge’, ‘its' suitability for attaching lifts’ and
that 'due to the narrow platform widths, lifts would have to be installed to the north of
the footbridge, locating them at the wrong side of the stationfpublic harrier giving rise
to station management and revenue protection issues’

»  On the hasis that the above would require a ‘substantial remodelling scheme’, it was
decided ‘not to expand the scope of works beyond the original Department for
Transport (DT} funded scheme remit.

In all the correspondence | have had with Network Rail, DIT and First Capital Connect | have
asked about whether passive provision for step free access in the future has been made. All
ihe answers | have received do not make any mention of this, merely stating that step free
aceess is not being provided.



These decisions, from the evidence | have, raise other guestions -

« [fihere was a concern about the condition of the footbridge. then surely its
replacement as part of Network Rail's normal asset replacement programme /
process should have been consideraed?

« If the bridge was unsuitable for attaching lifts, then surely it is also unsuitable for
attaching a staircase? _

+ The design of your ‘standard’ lift towers is structurally free standing, and so should not
affect the ability to attach to a bridge?

» Haringey Council officers were not aware of any subsequent proposal 1o locate lifts on
the ‘footpath’ side of the fooibridge. Given that both they and Transport for London
have identified Alexandra Palace as a priority station for step free access, the
presence of a public footpath should not have been a significant obstacle to providing
lift access, and | am sure that if approached Haringey would have been more than
happy to agree to any changes that might have been reguired to allow the installation
of lifts. There are ofher examples of lifts with ‘landings’ outside of the ‘paid’ areas of
stations, and it should be noted that at present Alexandra Palace does not have ticket
harriers. People can and do freely move hetween the paid and unpaid sides of the
footbridgs.

« The DfT, in developing any enhancements schemss on the rail network is not exempt
from its' own guidance on accessibility. Therefore the remit if its’ scheme for capacity
between Alexandra Palace and Finsbury Park should if it included a new platform at
Alexandra Palace have included the provision of step free access as part of its' base
requirement. The DfT have done this for the new platforms at Finshury Park, so why
not in this case at Alexandra Palace?

1 asked your staff for an explanation as to why and how decisions were made on the design
of these new platforms, and the replies | have received have either not answered the
guestions that | asked or have been contradictory to answers received from elsewhere

| am also extremely concerned from my correspondence with the Network Rail, Project
Manager; First Gapital Connect and the Department far Transport {DfT) Access for All team
that {it appears to me that) a number of planning processes that are in place 10 ensure
compliance with the law, have either been not followed, have been misinierpreted in this
case.

These processes are-

1.Network change: Natices for this were issued. but London TraveWatch can find no trace
of being formally consulted by Network Rail or First Capital Connect, on this matier.
However, an receiving the documentation, | note that it does not make any reference io the
design of the new platform at Alexandra Palace, and anyone secing the documentation
would.not necessarily grasp that the significance of the design of the new platform or any
intentions as far as providing step free access or not

2.Station change: London TravelWatch has not heen consulted on any station change
application as part of this scheme either at Alexandra Palace or at Finsbury Park — which as
noted above will have step free access provided.

3.Derogation from the DIT code of practice ‘Accessible Train Station Design Tor
Disabled People’: As | understand it from the DfT ho derogation has been sought from the
requirement to provide step free access to the new platform. The DfT state that platfarm



edge tactile slabs are being provided, as the code requires these for 'platform works', and
that this is how the works at Alexandra Palace were described to them by Network Rail. |
would understand the term ‘platform works' to cover works to existing platforms that are of a
relatively minor nature, such as resurfacing, or a modest extension of the platform length,
The provision of a completely new platform of around 200m in length completely separate
from any existing station infrastructure | would not class this as ‘minor' platform works, and
therefore should comply with the requirements for step free access. | note that at Finstury
Park the new platforms 1 and 2 currently being constructed do include lift provision as part of
the works, and that provision of step free access to other platforms is being considered ata
later date as part of an 'Access for All' scheme,

This case represents a number of important points of principle as to the decision making

. processes employed in relation to compliance with the spirit and the lstter of disability and
equality legisiation as it applies to the rail industry. As a passengesr representative body, we
therefore feel that this an issue that we are compelled to take further as we believe that
passengers would rightly expect the industry (Network Rail, DT and operators) to ‘do the
right thing’ in the decision making processes it has in place.

| am copying this to First Capital Connect and the DIT Access for All team for information.

Yours sinceraly

Tim Bellenger
Director, Palicy and Investigation

Direct Dial: 020 3176 5939

Fax No : 020 3176 5981

Switchboard Telephona: 020 3176 2999

Email; tim bellenger@londontravelwatch.org.uk .

cc. Neal Lawson, Managing Director, First Capital Connect
Neil Priest, DfT Access for All team
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Cear Tim,

Thark you for your |etter of 10" August 2012 to Robin Gisby regarding our works at
Alexandra Palace station. Robin has reguested | reply to you and trust the following
information answers your questions:

Pravision of step-fres access at Alexandra Palace

As you are aware the scheme at Alexandra Palace was included in the Control Period 4
Delivery Plan. The project will create additional capacity in the Finsbury Park to Alexandra
Palace area as part of wider work fo provide additional capacity on the East Coast Main
Lihe. '

The specification for this seheme was sat by the Department for Transpart and therefore if
you have questions regarding the scope of the scheme then you wolld need ta raise this
with them, as we can not comment on their behalf. | understand that the DfT has confirmed
to you that no derogation or dispensation from the DfT's 'aceassible train station design for
disabled people: A Code of Practice’ was required for the works at Alexandra Palace.

The delivery of step free access at Finsbury Park station is being undertaken as part of the
DfT's Access for All programme. Access for All schemes are separately funded and
specified but, for efficiency purposes, Access for Al work at Finsbury Park is currently being
delivered alongside the platform reinstatement works. Alexandra Palace is not cumsatly
included in the DIT's Access for All programme. Access for All schemes were chosen by the
DIT based on each stations' annual foatfall so as to ensure the hest possible value for
moneay.

Scheme development

You raise a number of points regarding the way in which Network Rail has developed this
scheme, '
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From an early stage, discussions with Haringey Council officers regarding the Alexandra
Palace scheme have consistently included paszive provision for stap-free access anly.
Specifically, passive provision is to be provided for a passenger lift on the new platform. Our
intetface with Harinaey Council was to infarm them of the project scope, potential Section &1
applications and road closures. The scheme is progressing under permitted developmaent
rights, and as such planning pemmission is not required.

In addition, the condition of the existing footbridge was confirmed by the project's design
consuliants as suitable for both its existing use and the addition of a new staircaze. in line
with normal design practice.

YWith regard to the guestions you raise around the change pfﬂcesses | can confirm that;

= The Metwork Change process was undertaken in accordance with regulatory
requiraments. Documents were issued to all formal consultees on the 18" February
2011 and Network Change was established on 7" April 2011, Please note that
London Travel Watch is not a formal consultee in the Network Change process,
howsver the Network Change Notice was published on the Network Rail website

» The Network Change documentation included sufficient and appropr'iate informaticon,
inciuding designs, to enabla the formal consultees to be satisfiad with the detail of
the proposal

« The Station Change process has been undertaken in accordance with regulatory
requirements. Station Change was issued by Network Rail to the Station Facility -
Owner (First Capital Connect) for issue to formal consultees, FCC has confirmed
acceptance of the Station Change, and we are in the process of formally submitting
this to the QRR. Please note that London Travel Watch is not a formal conguligs in
the Station Change process

In light of the above | am satisfied that Network Rail has followed the relevant industry

processes and acted in accordance with its licence obligations. If you would like to discuss
this further piease do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincergly

Jeremy Winsper
Senior Sponsor

co. Robin Gisby, Managing Director, Network Operations, Network Rail
Meal Lawsan, Managing Director, First Capital Connect
- Neil Priest, DfT Access for All team



Rt.Hon Simon Burns MP
Minister of State

Department for Transport Qur Ref:

Great Minster House Your Ref:

76 Marsham Strest

London

SWiP 40R &th September 2012

Dear Minister,

Provizion of step free access at new station platform at Alexandra Palace

| am writing to express our concem about the manner in which your Department has decided
against providing step free access at Alexandra Palace station, as part of the cutrent
enhancement works taking place there.

This raises a number of issues of principle that have wider significance than this individual
station. This is because in general where major projects have been undertaken elsewhere
and previously, it has been the practice to incorporate siep free access to and from the
stations affected. Howeaver, in this case there seems to have been a deliberate decision by
officials at your Department and within Network Rail not to provide this, and in the
documentation that accompanies the process of that decision making, to downplay the size
and significance of the works that are taking place at Alexandra Palace.

| have written separately to the Office of Rail Regulation on this matter, and | attach a copy
of the relevant correspondence for your information.

Howaver, | would aiso be grateful if you could clarify the Department's position on the
following items:-
« The accuracy of information provided to DfT by Network Rail about the significance
and extent of the enhancement warks
« The principle of whether a new platform should be provided with step free access from
the outset and whether this would have passed the 'reasonabie adjustment’ test.
« The criteria used to decide whether step-free access should be provided
« If 2 decision is made not to provide step free access at the outset, then should there
be a commitment to introduce it at a laier date?
« The lack of consultation with us as a passenger body, and other stakeholders, on the
detail of this scheme and the decision to seek derogation from the DIT from the
requirement to provide step free access under Naiicnal and European regulations



| am also concerned about the position of the ‘Access for All' fund — we were under the
impression that this fund was specifically designed to enable the alteration of existing station
facilities where no other development would necessarily be taking place: the corollary of this
is that any new devalopment such as new platforms would not require use of this fund, and
would see step free access provided and funded by the developer of the scheme. Howevar,
it seems that from the outcome of this case that your officials are assuming that all activities
related to any step free access have to be funded from 'Access for All'.

We accept that the ‘Railway (Interoperability) Regulations 2011' do allow for a decision not to
provide accessibility if il would compromise the economic viability of the project. However,
we believe that a derogation from the requirements of these regulations {and of the EU
Technical Standards of interoperability (TSI} that sit over these regulations} is required if the
current design of tha scheme is left as it is. The TS| requires the prevision of an chsfruction
free route between all elements of a station and that whare station infrastructure is being

upgraded or renewed that the facility must comply with the TSI, unlsss a spacific derogation
is applied for,

No such derogation has been apparently been asked for, as your officials told Network Rail
that it was not required, although we suspect that this may be bacause the extent of the
project was downplayed by Network Rail as mere "platform works". This is far from the case.

In addition, we have vet to be shown any evidence that there was a compelling case that
step free access to the new platform was not affordable, or that there was not an
overwhelming case for including it in what is a major station upgrade. In patticular, we would
like to know the source of the data used to estimate usage of the station — the ORR's latest
usage figures for 2010/11 show around 1.1million combined entries and exits at the station,
and approximately 50,000 interchanges in the same year. As you will be aware, work by the
West Anglia Routes Group has shown that for a typical zone 3 station such as this these
statistics give an underestimate of usage by an average of 96%. This is because the figures
do not include the usage by Freadom Pass holders (those over 60 or with a disability), who
would be the most significant group to benefit from or require step free access.

Whilst this matter is of wider importance, it's significance in itself should not be ignored.
Step-free access at Alexandra Palace station would provide for the very first time access to
the rail and underground system for pecpla over a large area of North London currently
denied it. It is noteworthy that apart from Finsbury Park {when completed) there will still be
no other step free stations on the Great Northern or London Underground routes in this part
of North London. Alexandra Palace has been identified by TiL as the key station that if made
step free would significantly contribute to closing this gap in provision. It would provide in
particular a step free connection with the major hub that Highbury and Islington now is, to
several London Overground and Underground lines. It would also provide access to the
major venue development at Alexandra Palace itsalf,

| would be grateful therefora it you would consider the following actions:-

» To reconsider the decision not to provide step free access at Alexandra FPalace under
this enhancement project.

» Inview of Alexandra Palace’s wider significance to Narth London to prioritise the
provision of step free access at this station.

+ To review this case in terms of the Network and Station Change processes.

= Asking Network Rail to provide us with the detailed business case and design for the
station, including any usage figures that they used to make decisions on this scheme.



s Giving guidance to Network Rail and the train operators to the effect that they should
consult with us {and outside of our London Rail area with Fassenger Focus}, as well
as key local stakeholders, on enhancement schemes where they propose {o seeka
dercgation from T8I requirements for access by people with reduced mobility.

| am copying this letter (as well as writing separately) to the First Capital Connect and
Network Rail

Yours sincerely

Sharon Grant
Chair,

ce. Minister of State for Transpert Rt.Hon Simon Burns MP
Robin Gisky, Network Rail

MNeal Lawson, Managing Directer, First Capital Connect
and other stakeholders.

Email: sharon grant@londentravelwatch.org.uk



Robin Gishby
Director, Operations and Customer Service
Network Rail
Kings Place
90 York Way 10" September 2012
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Deaar Robin,
Construction of new platforms at Alexandra Palace — provision of step free access
Thank you far your reply of the 28" August 2012 to my lstter (from Jeremy Vinsper),

For your information | attach copies of letters to the Office of Rail Regulation (ORR} and the
Department for Transport (DfT) from Sharon Grant.

| would be grateful if you could provide us with the detailed business case and design for the
station, including any usage figures that were used 1o make decisions on this scheme.

As Sharon Grant has noted in her letters to the DFT and ORR, most of these items of dispute
probably could have been clarified, if a consultation process had besn undertaken by either
First Capital Connect or Network Rail with ourselves and other interested local parties.

If you need any further clarification on this matter please give me a call.

Yours sincarely

Tim Bellenger
Director, Policy and Investigation

Direct Dial. 020 3176 5836

Fax No : 020 3176 5981

Switchboard Telephone: 020 3176 2899

Email: tim bellenger@londontravelwatch.org.uk
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Chair Qur Ref:
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One Kemble Strest

London
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Lrear Anna

Provision of step free access at new station platform at Alexandra Palace

A serious issue of principle has arisen in relation to major enhancement works currently
under way at Alexandra Palace station, which impacts on the wider obligation on Network
Rail to provide step-free access. We are dismayed by the opaqueness of the process to
date, the failure to take the opportunity to provide step free access at a significant station,
and the apparent ease with which processes required by statutory regulations have been
ignored.

What has happened appears to have made a mockery of current National and Eurcpean
regulations which require a high standard of access at stations where work is done to
improve of enhance them with new facilities. | am therefore wriling to seek your assistance in
relation to several issues of principie that have arisen from recent concerns we have had
with the development of a new platform at Alaxandra Palace.

These relate to:-

+ The accuracy of information provided to DfT by Network Rail about the significance
and extent of the enhancement works

« The principle of whether a new platfiorm should be provided with step free access from
the outset and whether this would have passed the reasonable adjustment’ tesi.

» The criteria used io decide whether step-free access should be provided

« If a decision is made not fo provide step free access at the outset, then should there
he a commitment to introduce it at a later date?

« Thelack of consultation with us as a passenger body, and other stakeholders, on the
detail of this scheme and the decision to sesk darogation from the DfT from the
requirement to provide step free access under National and European regufations.

| aftach copies of our correspondence with the various parties concerned. 1 think we have
now finally established that ‘passive’ provision has been made for installation of lifts.
Howaever, it reguired us to do a substantial amount of probing of Network Rail and First
Capital Connect {FCC) to establish that this was the case. | am baffled as to why they could
not have been more forthecoming in the first instance.

We have also established that a number of the reasons given to us by Nefwork Rail officers
in reply to our questioning as to why lifts were not being provided were not actually valid.



These included the condition of the footbridge and the presencs of a footpath on one side of
the bridge. in addition our understanding frorm Haringey Council is that step free access was

intended at the outset of the project, but Network Rail say they only intended to provide
'passive’ provision from the outset.

Most of these items of dispute probably could have been clarified, if & consultation process
had been undertaken by either FCC or Network Rail with ourselves and other interestad
local parties.

We accept that the 'Railway {Interoperability) Regulations 2011’ do allow for a decision not to
provide accessibility if it would compromise the economic viability of the preject. However,
we believe that a derogation from the requirements of these regulations {and of the EU
Technical Standards of Interoperahility {TS!) that sit over these regulations) is required if the
current design of the scheme is left as it is. The TSI requires the provision of an obstruction
free route between all elements of a station and that where station infrastructure is being

upgraded or renewed that the facility must comply with the TSI, unless a spacific derogation
is applied for,

No such derogation has been apparently been asked for, as the DIT told Network Rail that it
was not required, although we suspect that this may be because the extant of the project
was downplayed by Network Rail as mere "platform works”. This is far from the case.

In addition, we have yet to be shown any evidence that there was a compelling case that
stap free access to the new platform was not affordabla, or that there was not an
overwhelming case for including it in what is a major station upgrade. In particular, we would
like to know the source of the data used to estimate usage of the station — your latest usage
figures for 2010/11 show around 1.1million combined entries and exits at the station, and
approximately 50,000 interchanges in the same year. As you will be aware from our previous
discussions, work by the West Anglia Routes Group has shown that for a typical zone 3
station such as this these statisfics give an underestimate of usage by an average of 96%.
This is because the figures do not include the usage by Freedom Pass holders {those over
60 or with a disability), who would be the most significant group to benefit from or require
step free access.

Whilst this matter is of wider importance, it's significance in itself should not be ignored.
Step-free access at Alexandra Palace station would provide for the very first time access to
the rail and underground system for people cver a large area of North London currently
denied it. It is noteworthy that apart from Finsbury Park {when completed) there will still be
nho other step free stations on the Great Northern or London Underground rautes in this part
of North London. Alexandra Palace has been identified by TfL as the key station that if made
step free would significantly contribute to closing this gap in pravision. It would provide in
particular a step free connaction with the major hub that Highbury and Islington now is, to
several London Overground and Underground lings. It would also provide access to the
major venue developmeant at Alexandra Palace itself,

| would be grateful therefore if you would consider the following actions:-

» To review this case in terms of the Network and Station Change processes, and to
consider not accepting the formal station change procass until it has been established
that a) a derogation from ‘Railway (Interoperability} Regulations' has bean correctly
sought and b) that the decision not 1o provide step free access has been shown to



have been subject to a 'reasonable adjustment’ process or that a decision taken by
DfT , Network Rail or the franchise operator to provide step free access.

+« Aszking Network Rail to provide us with the detailed business case and design for the
station, including any usage figures that they used to make: dacisions on this scheme.

+ GCiving guidance to Network Rail and the train operators to the effect that they should
consult with us {and outside of our London Rail area with Passenger Focus), as well
as key local stakeholders, on enhancement schemes where they propose 1o seek a
derogation from TSI requirements for access by people with reduced mobility.

| am copying this letter {as well as wiiting separately) to the DIT and Network Rail

Yours sincerely

Sharon Grant
Chair.

cc. Minister of State for Transpert Rt.Hon Simon Burns MP
Robin Gisby, Network Rail

Neal Lawson, Managing Directer, First Capital Connect
and other stakehclders.

Email: sharon.grant@londontravelwatch org.uk
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Dg Ny Gvand,

Thank you for your letter of 6 September to Simon Burns, about the
Network Raii platform enhancement scheme at Alexandra Palace
raifway station and the lack of step free access there. | am replying as
the Minister responsible for improving access to.the rail network.

Your letter covers a large amount of ground-and | understand that your
colleague Tiin Bellenger has previously received responses from my
officials, Network Rail.and the Office of Rail Regulation (ORR). Even so,
| will atternpt to cover each-of your points in turn.

There is no question of anyone in the Department for Transport or al.
Network Rail having circumvenied any ruies in this case. Itis important
to remember that the project at Alexandra Palace consists of enabling
works for a Network Rail delivered programme of route capacity
arthancements and is not in itself a station enhancement project. Step
free routes at Alexandra Palace, and indeed any of the other stations in
the platform lengthening programme, have never been part of the scope
of works or included in the budget for that programme.

Any work carried out at a station needs to comply with the standards set
out in our publication “Accessible Train and Station Design for Disabled
People: A Code.of Practice” (2011). This sets out EU and domestic
standards, as well as good practice that projécts need to meet.
However, only the areas of the station being worked on need to meet the
standards. There is no requirement for projects to make the entire
station accessible. So at Alexandra Palace, Network Rail were only



reguired to meet the standards for the platform, which they have dona
including the installation of tactile paving on the platform edge.

Equally there was no need far Network Kail to seek a dispensation not to
have made thé entire station accessible. They would only have needed
a dispensation if, for ekample, they were hot intending to fit the factile
paving, Neither the PRM TSI nor the Code of Practice require them to
carry out work beyond the scope of the project: and the size oF cost of
the project makes no difference to that. :

There are no plans to change the requirement erther domestically or in
Europe. This is in recognition that it would make the vast majority of
enhancement projects unaffordable. For example, if all projects had to
provide full access then neither the £150m National Stations
Improvement Programme, which wili benefit 324 stations, nor the Small
Schemes element of Access for All,'which has:already-provided access
improvements short of a step free route at over 1,000 stations, would
have been possible.

At Alexandra Palace | understand that the platform work is worth around
£2.5m. Although my officials have not costed a full step free route, ine
average cost of an Access for All project is about £1m per iift, more il a
new footbridge 1s needed. A step free route at Alexandra Paiace would
therefore probably have more than double the cost of the project.

Turning to your comments about Access for All, Ministers and officials
have always been clear that the programme is aimed primarily at
stations that are not receiving an accessible route as part of another
significant programme such as Crossrail. The 154 stations in the main
programme will receive an accessible route into the station and te and
between each platform, but it is worth noting that in many cases this will
not provide access to all areas of a station, for example retail units, or
gven every entrance. This careful control of costs allows morg priority
stations to benefit from the programme.,

Stations were selected based on their annual footfall, weighted by the
incidence of disability in the area (using Census data) but witha
proporiion chosen to ensure a fair geographical spread across the
country. [ cannot comment on the figures used by Netwaork Rail for other
projects {(and you will also ask them directly about business cases) hut
for Access for Ali the ORR figures were used. Although you say that
they underestimate the actual number of people using the station, every
train operator and local authority across the country will say the same..
However, the figures are the only consistent data available to compare
station usage on a national basis.



There are currently no plans to provide step free access to Alexandra
Palace under Access for All or any other programme. The existing
£370m Access for All funding is now fully committed until 2015.
However, we:have recently. announced £100m to extend the programme
to 2019. Whilst | obyiously cannot guarantee that it will be included in
the exiended programme, Alexandra Palace will be looked at again,
along-with other currently-inaccessible stations across the country. We
will also be consulting local authorities and train operators about their .
priority stations in due course.

You alsa raised the issue of Network Rail and train operators consulting
London Travel Watch. n terms of whether a dispensation is required it
is & matter for them to decide if one is needed. They are encouraged to
consult locally, but the formal consultation applies once an application
...has heen made and London Travel Watch are of course already part of
this process.

In terms of station change, it would be for ORR to consider whether it

- would be appropriate formally to change the Station Access Conditions
to require copiss of relevant station change documentation to be
circulated to the passenger representative bodies on a routine basis. in
the meantimg, we are happy to encourage train operators {0 forward any
proposals t¢ Passenger Focus and/or London Travel Watch, particularly
where they-involved physical works at the station which wouid have an
effect on passengers.

| hope th‘at:-fhia}_helps to clarify the position. | am copying my reply to
Network Rail and First Capital Connect.

Youré éincerety
N Fab

NORMAN BAKER
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?w - Shoven
Provision of step free access at new station platform at Alexandra Palace

Thank you for your letter dated 6 September 2012, in which you set out your
concerns about the provision of siep-free access at Alexandra Palace station and
whether Network Rail had followed the carrect decision making processes for work
at the station. | apologise for the delay in replying.

| understand that the Minister has written to you separately, setting out the
background to the project at Alexandra Palace including funding issues and the
application of the Department for Transport's (DT} Accessible Train and Station -
Design for Disabled People code of practice.

Tim Bellenger, your Director of Policy and Investigation, contacted us in August
regarding the issues raised in your letter. We explained to him that we carried out a
review of the actions that Network Rail took at Alexandra Palace and concluded that
it had acted within the scope of its obligations and in particuiar that it had mef its
consultation obligations under both its Network Change and Station Change
[rocesses.

However, | note that in the Minister's response, DfI has encouraged train operators
to put forward any proposals to Lendon TravelWatch or Passenger Focus as a
matter of routine in cases where these involve physical works at a station that would
have an effect on passengers.

On the matter of the specific information and involvement you are seeking, we agree
it iz important that operators work with you as appropriate to help you do your job
representing passenger interests.
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We have therafore contacted Network Rail about how it communicates with you.
Network Rail has agreed to our suggestion o meet with you and Passenger Focus (o
discuss the issues that are important to you. They are happy to meet with you on &
quarterly basis. We will be pleased to attend these mestings if you think it would be
useful. '

In addition, Network Rail and train operators already have licences with an obligation
to provide you with the information you need to carry out your duties.

We are aware that the current station usage footfall data does not include Freedom
Pass figures. We have set up a cross-industry working group to look at station usage
data and are in the procass of doing a methodology review with our new suppliers.
One of the areas we are focusing on iz how to produce estimates of free travel. We
will provide vou with a copy of the final report when it is published.

Finally, as the enforcing body for the interoperability regulations we are concerned to
hear your view that the status of this project under the 2011 regulations may be
unclear. We have asked Network Rail to clarify what the formal position is.

| would like to thank you for bringing this matter to my attention. We will continue to
work with the industry to improve the way in which it engages with its stakeholders

and to ensure that industry processes are transparent. Please contact me if you
have any further concerns.

ok bt DY
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Norman Baker MP
Paﬂiamenta?r Under Secretary of State
o

Department for Transpaort Our Ref:

Great Minster House Your Ref:

33 Horseferry Road

LONDON

SW1P 4DR 15 November 2012

Dear Minister,
Provision of step fres access at new stafion platform at Alexandra Palace

Thank you for your letter of the 28" September 2012, in reply to Sharon Grant's letter of the
6" September 2012. However, we would like further clarification of this matier as there are
some points in our original letters to you and to Network Rail and the Office of Rail
Regulation {ORR) which have not been addressed in the replies to our original questions
that we have received.

These are: -

» The accuracy of infarmation provided to your department by Network Rail about the
significance and extent of the enhancement works

« The principle of whether a new platform should be provided with step free access from
the outset and whether this would have passed the reasonable adjustment’ test.

« The criteria used to decide whether step-free access should be provided

» If a decision is made nof to provide step free access at the outset, then should there
be a commitment to introduce it at a later daie?

These are important points of principle, which if railways are to become more accessible, at
a reasanable cost, need {0 be addressed and engrained in the processes of scheme
development, and in the mindset of those developing them. Your letter in particular does not
seem to recognise that schemes outside of the 'Access for All' funding stream should alsc
cansider if they present the opportunity to improve accessibility.

The rail industry can do this if it has the will and ‘mind set’ that is willing to embrace
opportunities — a recent example of this, is the works that are underway at East Dulwich
station, where a scheme to improve cycle access and storage has also managed to embrace
providing step free access at very modest additional cost. This station probably would have
not been a priority under the ‘Access for All’ modal for improvements, but because the
Southern officer responsible for this scheme had the initiative and inclination to consider
accessibility, as part of the scheme development, the improvement has been possible, and
passengers will benefit, It is a shame that in the case of Alexandra Falace this aftitude was
seermingly absent from the thinking of all those responsible at the depariment for this project.



It is still our view that the Alexandra Palace scheme has not complied with the ‘Railway
{Interoperability) Reguiations 2011 and that a derogation from the requirements of these
regulations (and of the EU Technical Standards of Interoperability (TSI} that sit over these
regulations) is required if the current design of the scheme is left as it is.

Wae have not received yet any of the information that we requested from Network Rail —
husiness case or design or the usage figures that they used to make decisions on the
scheme. Any assistance you can give us in getting this infermation would be much
appreciated.

| look forward to receiving your further reply.

Yours sincerely

MY

David Leibling
Acting Chair.



Anna Walker

Chair _ Qur Ref:

Office of Rail Regulation Your Ref:

One Kemble Sireet

London

WC2B 4AN 15" November 2012
Dear Anna,

Provision of step free access at new station platform at Alexandra Palace

Thank you for your letter of the 18™ Gctober 2012, in reply to Sharon Grant's letter of the 8"
September 2012, However, we would like further clarification of this matter as there are
some points in our original letters to you and to Network Rail and the Secretary of State
which have not been addressed in the replies to our original questions that we have
received,

Thase are:-

s The accuracy of information provided to DfT by Network Rail about the significance
and extant of the enhancement works :

« The principle of whether a new platform sheuld be provided with step free access from
the outset and whether this would have passed the ‘reasonable adjustment’ test.

» The criteria used to decide whether step-free access should be provided

« |fa decision is made not to provide step free access at the outset, then should there
he a commitment to introduce it at a later date?.

These are important points of principle, which if railways are to become more accessible, at
a reasonable cost, need to be addressed and engrained in the processes of scheme
development, and in the mindset of those developing them. The Minister's letter in particular
does not seem to recognise that schemes outside of the 'Access for All' funding stream
should also consider if they present the opportunity to improve accessibility. The rail industry
can do this if it has the will and 'mind set' that is willing to embrace oppertunities — a recent
exampie of this, is the works that are underway at East Dulwich station, where a scheme to
improve cycle access and storage has also managed to embrace providing step free access
at very modest additional cost. This station probably would have not been a priority under
the 'Access for All' model for improvemenis, but because the Southem officer respongible for
this scheme had the initiative and inclination to consider accessibility, as part of the scheme
development, the improvement has been possible, and passengers wil benefit.



This is why we suggested to you recently in respense to your recent consultation on the
output framework for CP5 and the proposed Station Stewardship Measure, that you should
have a measure of accessibility to incentivise Network Rail and the frain operators {o
improve their estate whilst carrying out other work.

It is still our view that the Alexandra Palace scheme has not complied with the ‘Railway
{Interoperability} Regulations 2011 and that a derogation from the requirements of these
regulations (and of the EU Technical Standards of Interoperahility {TSt) that sit over these
regulations) is required if the current design of the scheme s left as it is.

We have not received yet any of the information that we requested from Netwerk Rail -
business case or design or the usage figures that they used o make decisiens on the
scheme. Any assistance you can give us in getting this information would be much
appreciated.

Yours sincerely
e
f

David Leibling
Acting Chair.
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Thank you for your letter of 15 November, in response to my 28 September
latter to Sharon Grant about the platform lengthening project at Alexandra

Palace station. | am sorry that you felt my reply did not cover the points
originally raised, although | am not sure what mote | can usefully add,

\We are content with the information supplied about the size and scope of the
project at Alexandra Palace. In the context of improving access to the station
it was always clear that step free access was not in the scope of works.
Network Rail have met the standards requiréd by the Codé of Practice by
putting in the platform tactiles. There is no requirement for them to have
made the whole station step free in either domestic or EU legislation. As |
explained in my last letter there no plans 1o introduce such a requirement in
the future. We also have no plans to require a commitment to introducing
step free access at a later date, as without a guarantee of funding becoming
available such a commitment would have little or no meaning.

You also asked if this project would meet a reasonable adjustment test.
“Reasonable” is not defined in the Equalities Act 2010 and would be for the
courts to decide on a case by case basis, depending on the circumstances of
the individua! bringing the case and the facilities at the particular station.
However. train operators will provide a free of charge accessible taxi to
anyone unable to use a particular station and will also provide staff
assistance to disabled passengers if they request it, efther at the station or
through the Passenger Assist pre-booking sysfemn: We would expect the
courts to take this into account as well as the significant additional cost of
providing step free access across the whole station if an individual were to
bring such a case.



Yaou also say that we do not recognise that projects other than Access for All
should look to improve access o stations. In my last letter | mentioned
Crossrail as an example of this but access improvements are also being
introduced through projects like those at Birmingham New Street, Reading,
Luton, East Croydon and Horsham, nane of which are part of the main
Access for All pragramme. There are many other examples of improvements
being introduced by train operators and local authorities.

| was pleased to see that you are aware of the work that Southern have done
at East Dulwich. This is another good example of work the industry is doing
over and above Access for All. However, the project only required the
removal of five steps and even then required a dispensation from the Code of
practice as the resulting gradients will be too steep for many wheelchair
users to cope with unassisted. i does not therefore compare to the likely
cost and complexity of introducing step free access at Alexandra Palace.

| appreciate that this letter is unlikely to satisfy your concerns but | hope that
it explains the position. | am capying your letter and this reply to the Office of

Rail Regulation and to Network Rail, so that they are aware that you are
geeking further information from them.

Yours sincerely
NJ (et
NI W TS

NORMAN BAKER
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Landon TravelWatch
Dexter House

2 Royal Mint Court
London
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Jeod Law

Provision of step frae access at new station platform at Alexandra Palace

Our ref: ENQ-GEN-

Thank you for your letter dated 15 November 2012, in respcmsla to my leiter of
18 October 2012 about the provision of step free acvess at Alexandra Palace station.
| am sorry that you feel my letter did not address the points originally raised.

| understand that you have alse written separately to the Minister, who has provided
vou with @ further reply and that Network Rail has now provided you with the design
information and the usage figures that you asked for.

| have looked at the specific points you have raised in your letter and believe these
have been answerad In our previous respeonses to London TravelWatch but we
would be happy to meet with you together with representatives from the
Department far Transport and Network Rail if you think this would be helpful. If you
would like such a meeting, please contact either Tim Ward on 0207 282 2107 or Rob
Plaskitt on 0207 282 2072,

We have noted your proposal that there should be a station stewardship measurs in
CP5 on accessibility and will give this appropriate considsration.

Conl Dot

Anna Walker o
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